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Abstract  
 
Research on stuttering has reflected the perceptions of speech-language pathologists 
(Swartz, Gabel & Irani, 2009; Crichton-Smith, Wright & Stackhouse, 2003; Cooper & Cooper, 
1996; Kalinowski, Armson, J., Stuart, A., & Lerman, J. W., 1993; Daniels, Panico, & Sudhoolt, 
2011), students (Mayo & Mayo, 2013; Dorsey & Guenther, 2000), and professors (Dorsey & 
Guenther, 2000; Silverman, 1990; Ruscello et al., 1990) toward people who stutter (PWS).  The 
findings of the aforementioned studies indicated there is neither a wholly positive or negative 
attitudinal trend in the perceptions towards PWS within or across groups.  Only one study was 
conducted (15 years ago) that examined the differences between the attitudes of college 
professors and students toward PWS.  Therefore, the purpose of this study was to conduct 
research on college professors’ and students’ perceptions toward college students who stutter 
(CSWS), including assessment of personal beliefs and knowledge on stuttering.  The variables 
considered in the current study included the perceptions of college professors, graduate students, 
and undergraduate students as well as the perceptions of College of Health professors versus 
professors in other colleges on campus.  Data were collected through the electronic distribution 
of a survey to each college on the campus of The University of Southern Mississippi.  A total of 
339 valid surveys were returned and analyzed.  The results yielded that, overall, all participant 
groups indicated a neutral to positive perception toward CSWS. Professors showed slightly more 
positive perceptions.  No significant differences were found between College of Health 
professors and professors in other colleges. A need was determined for further study of the 
perceptions of college students and professors toward CSWS in different regions of the world as 
well as on examining the factors contributing to positive perceptions toward CSWS.   
 
Keywords: fluency disorder, stuttering, college professors, college students, perceptions 
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Chapter 1: 
Introduction 
Universities are diverse “melting pots” of students who study and live amongst each 
other in the pursuit of one common goal: to further their education.  This diverse crowd includes 
students who have a broad range of communication disorders; one of those communication 
disorders is stuttering (Johns Hopkins University, n.d.).  Stuttering is defined by the Stuttering 
Foundation of America (n.d.) as a communication disorder that affects the fluency of speech 
through disruptions in the production of speech sounds.  Stuttered speech includes prolongations 
and repetitions of words and phonemes.  Other disfluencies related to stuttering are interjections 
and blocked speech (Stuttering Foundation of America, n.d.).  Associated symptoms often are 
present with this disorder, including associated movements (such as visible tensions and jerk-like 
movements), interjected speech fragments, vocal abnormalities, and skin reactions such as pallor, 
perspiration, and flushing (Bloodstein, 1995, pp. 19-25). 
The American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (ASHA) (n.d.) reported that, the 
disorder currently affects 3 million Americans and 38 million people worldwide.  Statistically, 
this accounts for 1% of the world’s population.  Stuttering usually begins between the age of 2 ½ 
and 5 years, and is more common in males than females (American-Speech-Language-Hearing 
Association, n.d).  As suggested by Bloodstein (1995), the etiology of stuttering is presently 
assumed to have a basis in genetics; hereditary traits may put children at a higher risk of 
developing a stutter.  The genetic-basis theory for stuttering was formulated due to the tendency 
for stuttering to be passed through successive generations of a family (Bloodstein, 1995, pp. 117-
130).  Researchers (Andrews G., Craig A., & Feyer A.M., 1983) suggested that stuttering occurs 
three times more often among first-degree relatives than in the general population.  Genetic 
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transmission of the trait does not mean that stuttering will be expressed.  Environmental factors 
may either inhibit or disinhibit expression of the stuttering trait (Bloodstein, 1995, pp. 105-143). 
The American Speech-Language-Hearing Association reported that up to 75% of children 
recover from stuttering (American Speech and Hearing Association, n.d).  While recovery from 
the fluency disorder has been linked to external causes, such as therapy, Guitar and Peters (1998) 
suggested that internal causes have also played a role in the improvement of stuttering.  Internal 
causes that may factor into the alleviation of stuttering include the following: a less severe 
stuttering problem, a change in the way the person who stutters is speaking, recovery among 
relatives who stuttered, good phonological language and nonverbal skills, and being a female 
(Guitar & Peters, 1998).  According to ASHA (n.d.) some children will evidence an increase or 
unstable pattern of stuttering over weeks, months, or even years instead of a gradual or sudden 
decrease.  By the time late childhood or adulthood is reached for the individuals who retain the 
fluency disorder, a more consistent pattern of stuttering is usually experienced (American 
Speech-Language-Hearing Association, n.d.).  
It is important for professionals, educators, and peers understand what stuttering is and 
the impact stuttering has on the professional and personal lives of people who stutter (PWS), 
including college students who stutter (CSWS).  The need for greater understanding of stuttering 
derives from stereotypes and false beliefs associated with stuttering.  Examples of the stereotypes 
commonly associated with stuttering include “negative” personality traits, such as being afraid, 
nervous, tense, self-conscious, shy, withdrawn, reticent, avoiding, passive, hesitant, insecure, and 
self-derogatory (Hall, MacIyre, & McKinnon, 2007).  Individuals who stutter often experience 
shame, guilt, and anxiety caused by stereotypes of, and negative reactions toward, 
stuttering.  Emotional upset caused by shame, guilt, and anxiety can further hinder speech 
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production (The American Institute for Stuttering, n.d.).  Guitar and Peters expanded on this 
ideology through the following quote:  “A person’s feelings can be as much a part of the disorder 
as his or her speech behaviors (Guitar & Peters, 1998, p. 13).”  The quote is representative of the 
impact that feelings and attitudes may have on individuals who stutter.  Emotions such as 
frustration at stuttering can actually cause more tension and difficulty in producing 
speech.  Individuals who stutter may assume that listeners hold negative perceptions of him/her 
because of the fluency disorder.  Other times listeners themselves negatively stereotype 
individuals who stutter.  When feelings and attitudes are negative in nature, the individuals who 
stutters’ self-perceptions are affected (Guitar & Peters, 1998).  
Students (Mayo & Mayo, 2013; Dorsey & Guenther, 2000), professors (Dorsey & 
Guenther, 2000; Silverman, 1990; Ruscello et al., 1990), and speech pathologists (Swartz, Gabel 
& Irani, 2009; Crichton-Smith, Wright & Stackhouse, 2003; Cooper & Cooper, 1996; 
Kalinowski, Armson, J., Stuart, A., & Lerman, J. W., 1993; Daniels, Panico, & Sudhoolt, 2011) 
have been studied to determine their attitudes toward and perspectives of PWS.  Analysis of 
perceptions has shown that attitudes range between positive and negative in nature for each 
participant type; studies that indicated both positive and negative attitudes toward people who 
stutter are examined in greater detail in Chapter 2.  While there have been many studies that 
examined professor, college student, and speech-language pathologist groups individually, there 
has only been one comparative study that analyzed both college professors’ and students’ 
perceptions toward college students who stutter (Dorsey & Guenther, 2000).  In Dorsey and 
Guenther’s study, participants were asked to rate either a hypothetical college student who 
stutters or a hypothetical college student with fluent speech by assessing how that student would 
perform on a test similar to an IQ test.  A questionnaire was used to collect data—participants 
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scored the hypothetical subjects using a 20-item personality-trait scale.  Each personality-trait 
could be scored between 1 and 7 to indicate the degree to which the participant felt the 
hypothetical subject possessed the trait.  The researchers indicated that both professors and 
college students rated the hypothetical college student who stutters more negatively than the 
hypothetical fluent speaker.  Moreover, the researchers also suggested that professors viewed the 
college students who stuttered more negatively than students did (Dorsey & Guenther, 2000).   
Not only has 15 years passed since Dorsey and Guenther’s (2000) research was 
conducted, but the researchers did not determine whether or not students and professors who 
were in the field of communication science and disorders were included or excluded from 
participating.  Therefore, there seemed to be a gap in the literature on an up-to-date analysis of 
college professors’ and students’ perceptions toward college students who stutter, including 
individuals from the College of Health (which includes individuals in the field of communication 
sciences and disorders).  Furthermore, the study was done using a semantic differential scale for 
participants to rank, which only gathered perceptions on personality traits.  Variables including 
participants’ beliefs toward the nature, treatment, stereotypes, and participation of CSWS in the 
college classroom were not assessed.   
An additional factor that could have influenced the results of the study was the 
inconsistency of response rate and type.  Dorsey and Guenther chose to collect surveys that 
examined perceptions toward both students who stutter and students with normal fluency.  A 
larger number of questionnaires were returned that addressed the perceptions toward college 
students who stutter—not students with normal fluency.  There was also a higher rate of student 
response than professor response.   Because of the aforementioned inconsistencies in response, 
there may have been discrepancies in the data analysis (Dorsey & Guenther, 
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2000).  Consequently, further research is needed on college professors’ and students’ perceptions 
toward college students who stutter.   
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Chapter 2: 
Review of the Literature 
The field of study encompassing stuttering and PWS has been highly researched.  Many 
countries have initiated research on a diverse variety of participant groups to better understand 
the stereotypes and perceptions toward PWS.  The studies that have been conducted have used 
many different means of data collection and analysis including semantic differential bipolar 
adjective scales (Woods & Williams, 1976), open-ended questions (Healey, Gabel, Daniels, & 
Kawani, 2007), mixed-model approaches (Daniels, Panico, & Sudhoolt, 2011; Gabel, Irani & 
Schlagheck, 2010), and, more recently, POSHA-S questionnaires (St. Louis, 2010).  In previous 
years, studies that analyzed the perceptions of college students (Dorsey & Guenther, 2000) 
speech-language pathologists (Crichton-Smith, Wright & Stackhouse, 2003; Cooper & Cooper, 
1996; Kalinowski et al., 1993 Daniels, Panico, & Sudhoolt, 2011), and professors (Dorsey & 
Guenther, 2000; Silverman, 1990) toward PWS were generally negative.  However, in recent 
years, more positive perceptions—especially in regard to perceptions of speech-language 
pathologists—of PWS have been suggested by researchers (Mayo & Mayo, 2013; Swartz, Gabel 
& Irani, 2009; Crichton-Smith, Wright & Stackhouse, 2003).  
Stereotypes 
  Gaining a better understanding of the perceptions toward PWS is important, as focusing 
management of negative perceptions and stereotypes may be necessary in treatment 
sessions.  Learning to manage stuttering is important in order to reduce the effects that it has on 
professional and social aspects of life.  As mentioned in Chapter 1, Hall, MacIntyre, and 
Mackinnon’s (2007) research on the origins of stuttering stereotypes indicated that the following 
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traits were often assigned to PWS: afraid, fearful, nervous, tense, anxious, self-conscious, shy, 
withdrawn, reticent, avoiding, passive, hesitant, insecure, and self-derogatory.  
In the same study by Hall, MacIntyre, and Mackinnon (2007), 183 college students were 
asked to rate a fluent speaker, a hypothetical PWS, and a person undergoing a normal speech 
disfluency.  The researchers indicated that the traits associated with PWS were different than 
those chosen for the fluent speaker.  Furthermore, the PWS and person experiencing a normal 
disfluency were rated more similar to each other than to the fluent speaker.  From the results, the 
authors drew the conclusion that people may form stereotypes about stuttering after making 
generalizations based on their own experiences with speech disfluencies (Hall et al., 2007).   
In a different study conducted by Guntupalli, Kalinowski, Nanjundeswaran, 
Saltuklaroglu, and Everhart (2006), the researchers attempted to find a psychophysiological 
etiology of negative stereotypes.  The researchers used measurements of skin conductivity and 
heart rate in response to video clips of both fluent speakers and PWS.  The researchers found that 
skin conductivity increased and heart rate decreased in response to stuttered speech.  The 
researchers drew the conclusion that the participants had to not only be more attentive while 
listening to the PWS, as evidenced by the low heart rates, but also were prone to having feelings 
of unpleasantness (indicated by high rates of skin conductivity). Feelings of unpleasantness were 
thought to encourage negative stereotypes (Guntupalli et al., 2006).  
Researchers have also examined whether existing knowledge of or familiarity with 
stuttering affects listeners’ perceptions of PWS.  In a mixed-model study done by Hugh, Gabel, 
Irani, and Schlagheck (2010), one of the variables the researchers examined was whether the 
family members of PWS were more positive about stuttering.  The researchers suggested a mix 
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of positive and negative responses to PWS that did not appear to be directly linked to the 
participants’ familiarity with stuttering (Hughes et al., 2010).  
Speech-Language Pathologists’ Perceptions   
Similar to the previous study (Hughes et al., 2010), which examined whether prior 
knowledge affected perspective, researchers have also studied speech-language pathologists’ 
(SLPs) perceptions towards stuttering and PWS.  In a 2009 study conducted by Swartz, Gabel, 
and Irani, SLPs’ attitudes toward PWS were analyzed.  After the authors of the study examined 
past research on the topic (Kalinowski et al., 1993; Turnbaugh, Guitar, & Hoffman, 1979; 
Woods & Williams, 1971, 1976; Yairi & Williams, 1970), they found that no data had been 
collected in a decade—thus, prompting the need to re-evaluate the attitudes of the SLPs (Swartz 
et. al, 2009).    
The previous research (Kalinowski et al., 1993; Turnbaugh, Guitar, & Hoffman, 1979; 
Woods & Williams, 1971, 1976; Yairi & Williams, 1970) that was conducted suggested to 
Swartz, Gabel, and Irani (2009) that there was a negative trend in SLP attitudes toward PWS.  In 
the foremost research on SLP perceptions by Yairi and Williams (1970), 17 of the 26 most 
frequent adjectives SLPs used to describe PWS in public school districts were negative in 
nature.  Woods and Williams extended the study in 1971, and required SLP-participants choose 
five adjectives to describe adult PWS.  The researchers indicated that, once again, SLPs chose 
more negative adjectives than positive adjectives for PWS—16 of the 24 most common 
adjectives were negative (Woods & Williams, 1971).   
Swartz, Gabel, and Irani (2009) also looked Cooper and Cooper’s (1985) studies.  The 
first study conducted by Cooper and Cooper (1985) had 674 SLPs complete a CATS  (Clinician 
Attitudes Toward Stuttering) inventory (Cooper, 1975).  The CATS was administered once in 
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1973 and a second time in 1983.  The researchers indicated a small decrease in negativity during 
the ten year period between testing on the following beliefs: stutter was a psychological disorder, 
PWS had difficulties with personal relationships, and PWS had a misperception of their 
disorder.  However, a majority of participants did not indicate any decrease in negativity on the 
following beliefs during the ten-year period: PWS had psychological problems, PWS viewed 
themselves as inferior, and had stereotypical personality traits.   Cooper and Cooper (1996) 
replicated the study between 1983 and 1991.  Cooper and Cooper (1996) gathered CATS 
inventories from 1,198 SLPs, and, after analyzing the results, determined that a decrease in 
stereotypes was evident between the 1996 study and Cooper and Cooper’s (1985) study. 
However, the authors indicated that negative attitudes were still common (Cooper & Cooper, 
1996).  
For Swartz, Gabel, and Irani’s (2009) own study, 600 United States SLPs were randomly 
chosen to participate in the study.  The SLPs were mailed a 25 item semantic differential scale 
(Woods & Williams, 1976) with one of the two following scenarios to rate: one describing a man 
who stutters and another one describing a man with fluent speech.  The authors found that there 
was little difference in the perceptions of both PWS and fluent speakers in the results of the 
semantic differential scale.  In fact, in nine of the categories, the participants actually associated 
more positive adjectives with PWS in contrast to adjectives chosen for the fluent speaker (Swartz 
et al., 2009).  
In a more recent study, Guntupalli, Nanjundeswaran, Dayalu, and Kalinowski (2012) 
looked at the autonomic and emotional responses of graduate SLP students.  Twenty-one female 
graduate students participated in the study; the participants were asked to watch four video 
clips—two of fluent speakers and two of PWS.  During the videos, skin conductivity and heart 
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rate were analyzed.  After the video, participants were asked to fill out a Self-Assessment 
Manikin (Bradley & Lang, 1994) and a self-rating scale that included the nine bipolar adjectives 
rated on a Likert scale (Guntupalli et al., 2007).  The researchers indicated that more negative 
adjectives were associated with the PWS (Guntupalli et al., 2012).  Furthermore, the researches 
suggested that a lower heart rate and increased skin conductance was present in participants 
listening to PWSs’ speech.  The results of this study greatly contrasted Swartz et al.’s (2009) 
findings that suggested a growth in SLP positivity toward PWS, thus producing an inconsistency 
in perceptions of SLPs toward PWS.  
College Students’ and Professors’ Perceptions 
The perceptions of college students were recently assessed through a study that sought to 
determine their perspectives on dating a PWS (Mayo & Mayo, 2013). One hundred and thirty 
two students were asked to fill out a 19-item survey.  The results of the survey were grouped into 
the following categories: familiarity and family history of PWS and stuttering, knowledge of 
behaviors that constitute stuttering, opinions on the causes of stuttering, opinions on the causes 
of stuttering, willingness to date a PWS and other influential factors in that decision.  Findings 
showed that 92.4% (n=122) of the participants knew someone with stuttering, but only 12.8% 
(n=17) answered that they had a family history of stuttering.  Only 2% (n=3) of people who 
participated had actually dated a PWS, 38% (n=50) said they would date a PWS, 12% (n=16) 
said that they would not date a PWS, and the other 50% (n=66) said that their decision would be 
based on other factors such as personality, appearance, severity of the stutter, and level of 
intelligence.  In regard to cause of stuttering, over 50% (n=66) felt that the cause was 
psychological in nature, and 45% (n=60) of the students believed it was organic. Finally, most of 
the participants recognized that people who stutter repeat words (100% [n=132]) and sounds 
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(90% [n=120]), slightly less stated that PWS stop talking/block/and get stuck on speech (82% 
[n=108]), 63% (n=83) of the students recognized that PWS close their eyes, and 40% (n=53) 
recognized there is often movement of body parts.  A mere 2.3% (n=3) stated they strayed off 
topic/lost train of thought, and only 1.5% (n=2) recognized that they become embarrassed. The 
researchers indicated that there is some interest in dating a PWS; as long as the PWS made sure 
to maintain his or herself in other areas (personality, attitude, appearance, and intellect) he or she 
could expect a larger audience of potential dates who are not put off by stuttering (Mayo & 
Mayo, 2013).  
The results of the aforementioned study (Mayo & Mayo, 2013) greatly contrasted the 
results of the research done by Dorsey and Guenther (2000) that was discussed in the previous 
chapter.  Dorsey and Guenther’s study was based on the need to expand research conducted by 
Ruscello et al. (1990) and Silverman (1990).  Ruscello et. al (1990) and Silverman (1990) 
explored college professors’ perceptions of PWS.   Silverman (1990) indicated that professors 
chose negative adjectives when describing adult PWS, and Ruscello, et al.’s (1990) indicated that 
professors rated college PWS toward the center or more positive sides of bipolar semantic 
differential scales rating intelligence and competence.  Dorsey and Guenther (2000) recognized 
that not only were the findings of the two studies inconsistent with each other, but the studies 
failed to compare the perceptions toward PWS to perceptions toward fluent speakers on the same 
scale.  Furthermore, Dorsey and Guenther recognized that no research had been conducted which 
examined college students’ perceptions toward college students who stutter (Dorsey and 
Guenther, 2000).   
As previously mentioned, the results of Dorsey and Guenther’s research (2000) implied 
that there was general trend of rating PWS more negatively than fluent college students on a 
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semantic bipolar scale.  The researchers also indicated that professors tended to have more 
negative responses than the college students.  Some weaknesses in the study were pointed out by 
Dorsey and Guenther including an inconsistent amount of answered surveys obtained from 
students and professors and a higher return rate of surveys that asked for perceptions of PWS 
versus fluent college students (Dorsey and Guenther, 2000).  The study also failed to identify 
participants who were included and excluded from the study.   
Therefore, the purpose of this paper is to explore college professors’ and students’ 
perceptions toward college students who stutter in depth—assessing personal beliefs and 
knowledge on stuttering—including participants from the field of the communication sciences 
and disorders. 
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Chapter 3: 
Methodology 
The purpose of the study was to explore and compare college professors’ and students’ 
perceptions toward college students who stutter (CSWS) through use of an instrument that 
assessed the knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions of participants involved in the 
study.  The variables considered in the analysis of data were professor and student perceptions, 
familiarity with people who stutter, and prior education on the topic of stuttering.  Methodology 
for the study consisted of instrumentation construction, instrumentation approval, participant 
recruitment and completion of instrumentation, and data analysis.   
Participants 
The participants for this research project consisted of undergraduate and graduate 
university students as well as professors at The University of Southern Mississippi (USM).  Any 
individuals who have either been diagnosed with stuttering or who considered themselves people 
who stutter as participants were excluded from the study.  According to The University of 
Southern Mississippi’s website, as of Fall 2013, USM was host to approximately 12,325 
undergraduate students, 2,778 graduate students, and 925 faculty members (University of 
Southern Mississippi, n.d.).  At most, participation could have reached the aforementioned 
numbers; however, significantly less participation was expected.  The target sample size was 200 
responses from each of the participant groups (undergraduate students, graduate students, and 
professors). 
Instrumentation 
Instrumentation used for the study consisted of an anonymous questionnaire formatted on 
an online survey-generator.  The questionnaire had five sections: (1) Demographic Data, (2) 
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Nature and Treatment, (3) General Beliefs About College Students Who Stutter, (4) Perceptions 
of College Students Who Stutter in the Classroom, and (5) Personality Traits Associated With 
College Students Who Stutter.  Response collection consisted of multiple-choice, fill in the 
blank, scale ratings, and checkboxes.  The full survey is available in Appendix A (College 
Professors’ and Students’ Perceptions Toward College Students Who Stutter).  
The first section of the questionnaire, the demographic section, consisted of questions on 
age, gender, college, and classification/number of years teaching of at a college level.  Questions 
regarding previous experience with stuttering and PWS were also asked.  Data from this section 
was gathered through primarily multiple-choice questions, though fill in the blank responses 
were also used for age and number of years spent teaching at a college level.  
The second section, regarding nature and treatment of stuttering, asked participants to 
answer questions regarding their beliefs on the following topics: etiology of stuttering, treatment 
options for college students who stutter, beneficial resources for college students who stutter, 
prevalence of college students who stutter, existence of secondary characteristics associated with 
stuttering, and appropriate responses toward stuttering.  Data in this section consisted of both 
check boxes (for questions regarding etiology, beneficial resources, and response toward 
stuttering) and multiple-choice question (for questions regarding treatment, secondary 
characteristics, and prevalence) formats.   
The third section of the questionnaire assessed the participants’ beliefs on CSWS in 
general.  Questions asked in this section addressed participants’ beliefs on CSWSs’ intelligence 
level, work-life, academics, ability to engage in romantic relationships, and success in social 
situations.  Data was retrieved through participants’ ratings on a scale with values from 1-5.  The 
extreme values (1 & 5) represented absolute answers, the lesser extremes (2 & 4) represented a 
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moderate attitude toward either extreme, and the median value (3) represented a view that was 
neither sure nor unsure. 
The fourth section on the questionnaire pertained to perceptions toward CSWS in the 
college classroom.  Participants were asked to rate each of the questions in the section on a scale 
from 1-5, representing a rating of feeling and beliefs. The extreme values (1 & 5) represented 
absolute answers, the lesser extremes (2 & 4) represented a moderate attitude toward either 
extreme, and the median value (3) represented a view that was neither sure nor unsure.  
The last portion of the questionnaire asked participants to choose personality traits from a 
list of 20 (ten positive in nature and ten negative in nature) that they felt best described 
CSWS.  The personality traits were as follows: nervous, outgoing, avoiding, self-assured, quiet, 
secure, introverted, calm, extroverted, unintelligent, loud, hesitant, approaching, insecure, daring, 
bland, outgoing, intelligent, alcoholic, and not different from fluent speaking students.   
After the questionnaire was constructed, it was submitted to The University of Southern 
Mississippi’s Institutional Review Board as part of the application to obtain approval for the 
research study.  
Procedure 
After the research application and questionnaire received approval from the Institutional 
Review Board at USM, emails were sent to each of the colleges on the USM campus (College of 
Arts & Letters, College of Business, College of Education and Psychology, College of Health, 
College of Nursing, College of Science and Technology) with a cover letter containing the 
following information: the purpose of the questionnaire, a link to the questionnaire, and a polite 
request asking that it was forwarded to students’ and professors’ university emails in the 
respective colleges.  Another means of circulation was through the Honors College email list 
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comprised of students and professors who were also actively engaged in research projects and 
data collection across a broad variety of majors.  The questionnaire was further promoted 
through fliers on campus, word of mouth, and through publication in the USM Mailout and 
Luckyday Citizenship Scholarship Weekly Newsletter.  
At the beginning of the questionnaire, students who chose to participate in the study had 
to read the cover letter describing the study and consent to participate.  Participants who did not 
agree to the informed consent were excluded from the study.  The questionnaire had to be filled 
out in one time period and would not allow participants to finish at a later time.  Data from 
responses were exported to a spreadsheet for further analysis.  Once participants completed each 
section of the survey, they were directed to the option to enter a drawing for the $25 dining 
card.  Email addresses entered for the dining card were not attached to the survey responses.   
Data Analysis 
Data collected from the study were analyzed in terms of the following categories: beliefs 
on the nature and treatment of stuttering, perceptions toward CSWS in general, perceptions 
toward CSWS in the college classroom, and opinions on the personality traits of CSWS.  The 
data from the beliefs on the nature and treatment of stuttering category and opinions on the 
personality traits of CSWS category were analyzed in terms of frequency and percentage.  The 
data from the perceptions toward CSWS in general and perceptions towards CSWS in the college 
classroom categories were statistically analyzed using analysis of variance (ANOVA) and t-tests.  
ANOVA testing was used in order to determine which questions showed an overall significant 
difference between all participant groups, Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances was used to 
test for differences between professor groups, and t-tests were used to determine whether 
significant differences were present between any two participant groups.  After the data from 
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each category were analyzed, the perceptions of college professors, graduates students, and 
undergraduate students were compared in the Beliefs About College Students Who Stutter and 
Beliefs About College Students Who Stutter in the Classroom sections of the survey in order to 
determine which group had the most positive perceptions toward CSWS.  The results were 
further analyzed to determine whether the participants who indicated that they were in the 
College of Health had more positive perceptions toward CSWS than did participants in other 
fields of study.  
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Chapter 4:  
Results  
Exclusionary Factors 
           Of the 398 initiated surveys, eight of the surveys were excluded due to participants’ 
failure to consent to the study.  An additional 18 participants were excluded from the survey 
because they did not identify as either a student or a professor at USM.  Furthermore, 
participants who indicated that they were either professionally diagnosed or self-diagnosed as a 
person who stutters were also disqualified from the survey after completion of the demographic 
section.  A total of 33 participants—four professors, three graduate students, and 26 
undergraduate students—were excluded from the survey due to these exclusionary criteria.  After 
the exclusionary criteria were applied, the remaining 339 surveys were analyzed.  Due to a low 
number of student participants (n=20) in the College of Health, only professors in the College of 
Health were compared to professors in other colleges.   
Demographic Data- Students 
  Initially, a total of 324 participants (83.1%) identified as a student, but ten student 
participants exited the survey immediately after identifying as a student.  Therefore 314 students 
(80.5% of all participants) continued on to the demographic section of the survey.  Of the 
remaining students, all were above 18 years of age.  The class distribution amongst the 
remaining student participants was as follows: 45 freshmen (14.3%), 51 sophomores (16.2%), 63 
juniors (20.1%), 93 seniors (29.6%), and 62 graduate students (19.7%).  Graduate students made 
up 15.9% of the total surveyed respondents.  The data retrieved from the surveys of the 314 
undergraduate and graduate student participants indicated the following stratification of college 
majors: 41 College of Arts and Letters majors (13.1%), 15 College of Business majors (4.8%), 
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15 College of Education and Psychology majors (4.8%), 22 College of Nursing majors (7.0%), 
201 College of Science and Technology majors (64.0%), and 20 College of Health majors 
(6.4%).  Of the students who indicated that they were in the College of Health, 11 students (8.7% 
of the student participants) also indicated that they were pursuing a degree in the Speech and 
Hearing Sciences department.  Demographic questions on the capacity in which student 
participants knew an individual who stutters yielded the following results: 84 of the 314 student 
participants knew an individual who stutters in “great capacity” (26.8%), 186 student participants 
knew an individual who stutters in “some capacity” (59.2%), and 44 student participants did not 
know an individual who stutters (14.0%).  Furthermore, 19 of the 314 student participants had an 
immediate family member who stutters (6.1%), 46 student participants had an extended family 
member who stutters (14.6%), and 249 student participants had no members of their family who 
stutter (79.3%). 
Moreover, 27 of the remaining 314 student participants indicated that they took a course 
that discussed stuttering (8.6%), and 287 student participants indicated that they have not taken a 
course that discussed stuttering (91.4%).  One hundred and twenty-nine of the remaining student 
participants indicated that they have taken a class with a college student who stutters (41.1%), 
and 185 of the student participants indicated that they had not taken a class with a college student 
who stutters (58.9%).  Finally, 29 of the student participants indicated that they were either a 
professionally diagnosed or self-diagnosed person who stuttered.  These student participants 
were disqualified at the end of the demographic data section, leaving 285 valid student 
participant surveys.    
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Demographic Data- College Professors 
           Initially forty-eight participants indicated that they were a college professor (12.3%), but 
one professor participant exited the survey before completing the demographic data.  The data 
yielded that professor participants had between one and 42 years of experience teaching at a 
university with an average of 13.75 years of experience. The remaining 47 professor participants 
taught in the following colleges: nine professors in the College of Arts and Letters (19.1%), two 
professors in the College of Business (4.3%), three professors in the College of Education and 
Psychology (8.5%), three professors in the College of Nursing (6.4%), seven professors in the 
College of Science and Technology (14.9%), and 22 professors in the College of Health 
(46.8%).  Of the professors who indicated that they were in the College of Health, seven 
indicated that they taught in the Speech and Hearing Sciences department. Furthermore, of the 47  
professor participants, 12 indicated knowing a person who stutters in great capacity (25.5%), 31 
indicated knowing a person who stutters in some capacity (66.0%), and four indicated not 
knowing a person who stutters (8.5%).  Five of the 47 professor participants denoted having an 
immediate family member who stutters (10.6%), two professors participants denoted having an 
extended family member who stutters (4.3%), and 40 professor participants denoted having no 
relatives who stutter (85.1%).  Moreover, 6 of the 47 professor participants indicated that they 
taught a course that discussed stuttering (12.8%), while 41 indicated that they had not 
(87.2%).  Eight of the remaining 47 professor participants further indicated that they took a 
course that discussed stuttering (17.0%), and 39 indicated that they had not (83.0%).  Out of the 
47 professor participants, 28 had taught a class with a college student who stuttered (59.6%), and 
19 had not (40.4%).  Furthermore, four of the professor participants indicated that they were 
either a professionally diagnosed or self-diagnosed person who stuttered.  These professor 
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participants were disqualified at the end of the demographic data section, which leaving 43 valid 
professor participant surveys. 
Nature and Treatment 
 There were several questions asked in regard to the nature and treatment aspects of 
stuttering.  Four people exited the survey prior to completion of the Nature and Treatment 
section, which left 324 surveys to be analyzed.  The remaining participants provided 1,236 
responses to a multi-response question regarding the causes of stuttering.  Professors (83.7%) 
and undergraduate students (88.3%) chose social anxiety/fear most often; graduate students 
chose psychological disorders (50.9%).   Amongst the undergraduate, graduate, and professor 
groups, the overwhelming majority (99.2%) felt as though stuttering was not due to an 
intellectual disorder.  Table 1.1 yields the frequency at which each cause was chosen by 
undergraduate students, graduate students, and professors.  Furthermore, college professors, both 
in the College of Health (81.0%) and in other colleges (86.4%), chose social anxiety/fear most 
frequently.  Low intelligence was not selected by the majority of professors in the College of 
Health (95.2%) or the professors in the other colleges (100%).   Table 1.2 yields the frequency at 
which each cause was chosen by professors in the College of Health and in other colleges.  
Table 1.1: Response Frequencies and Percentages of All Groups Factors Believed to be 
Related to Cause of Stuttering 
 Undergraduate 
Students 
Graduate 
Students 
Professors Total 
 
Factors 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
Psychological 
Disorders 
143 64.4% 30 50.9% 15 34.9% 188 15.2% 
 
Low 
Intelligence 
6 2.7% 3 5.1% 1 2.3% 10 0.8% 
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Table 1.1: Response Frequencies and Percentages of All Groups Factors Believed to be 
Related to Cause of Stuttering (continued)  
 Undergraduate 
Students 
Graduate 
Students 
Professors Total 
 
Factors 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
Low 
Intelligence 
6 2.7% 3 5.1% 1 2.3% 10 0.8% 
Genetics 128 57.6% 36 61.0% 18 41.9% 182 14.7% 
Environmental 
Factors 
89 40.1% 21 35.6% 11 25.6% 121 9.8% 
Social 
Anxiety/Fear 
196 88.3% 46 78.0% 36 83.7% 278 22.5% 
Past 
Traumatic 
Experiences 
131 59.0% 27 45.8% 21 48.8% 179 14.5% 
Illness or 
Disease 
75 33.8% 17 28.8% 16 37.2% 108 8.7% 
Unknown 
Causes 
95 42.8% 18 30.5% 21 48.8% 134 10.8% 
I don’t know 20 9.0% 6 10.2% 10 23.3% 36 2.9% 
N represents frequency of response 
 
Table 1.2: Response Frequencies and Percentages of Professor Groups on Factors Believed 
to be Related to Cause of Stuttering 
 College of Health Other Colleges Total Professors 
 
Factors 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
Psychological 
Disorders 
8 38.1% 7 31.8% 15 34.9% 
Low Intelligence 1 4.8% 0 0% 1 2.3% 
Genetics 7 33.3% 11 50.0% 18 41.9% 
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Table 1.2: Response Frequencies and Percentages of Professor Groups on Factors Believed 
to be Related to Cause of Stuttering (continued) 
 College of Health Other Colleges Total Professors 
Environmental 
Factors 
6 28.6% 5 22.7% 11 25.6% 
Social 
Anxiety/Fear 
17 81.0% 19 86.4% 36 83.7% 
Past Traumatic 
Experiences 
11 52.4% 10 45.5% 21 48.8% 
Illness or Disease 10 47.6% 6 27.3% 16 37.2% 
Unknown Causes 11 52.4% 10 45.5% 21 48.8% 
I don’t know 5 23.8% 5 22.7% 10 23.3% 
N represents frequency of response 
 A second multi-response question in the Nature and Treatment section of the survey 
asked participants to denote which professionals and organizations might beneficial resources to 
college students who stutter.  The majority of responses from undergraduate students (97.8%), 
graduate students (94.9%), and professors (100%) noted that SLP would be a beneficial resource. 
Furthermore, the counselor option warranted the second highest response rate by undergraduate 
students (65.3%) and graduate students (67.8%).  The second most frequent response given by 
professors indicated that community support groups would benefit the college students who 
stuttered (67.4%).  Only one graduate student and one undergraduate student felt that none of the 
listed choices would be beneficial.  The frequency and percentage of responses given by 
professors, graduate students, and undergraduate students can be found in Table 2.1.  Table 2.2 
provides the frequency and percentage of responses given by professors in the College of Health 
and in other colleges.  
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Table 2.1: Response Frequencies and Percentages of All Groups on Individuals or 
Organizations Beneficial to College Students Who Stutter 
 Undergraduate 
Students 
Graduate 
Students 
Professors Total 
 
Factors 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
Speech-
Language 
Pathologists 
217 97.8% 56 94.9% 43 100.0% 316 25.9% 
Online 
Support 
Groups 
89 40.0% 28 47.5% 25 58.1% 142 11.6% 
Community 
Support 
Groups 
139 62.5% 36 61.0% 29 67.4% 204 6.7% 
ENT Doctors 52 23.4% 17 28.8% 10 23.3% 79 6.5% 
Pediatricians 30 13.5% 9 15.3% 11 25.6% 50 4.1% 
Family 
Physicians 
53 23.9% 12 20.3% 12 27.9% 77 6.3% 
Audiologists 103 46.4% 24 40.7% 12 27.9% 139 11.4% 
Counselors 145 65.3% 40 67.8% 26 60.5% 211 17.3% 
None of the 
above 
1 0.5% 1 0.7% 0 0% 2 0.2% 
N represents frequency of response 
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Table 2.2: Response Frequencies and Percentages of Professor Groups on Individuals or 
Organizations Beneficial to College Students Who Stutter 
 College of Health Other Colleges Total Professors 
 
Factors 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
Speech 
Pathologists 
21 100% 22 100% 43 100.0% 
Online Support 
Groups 
10 10% 15 68.2% 25 58.1% 
Community 
Support Groups 
17 17% 12 54.6% 29 67.4% 
ENT Doctors 5 5% 5 22.7% 10 23.3% 
Pediatricians 5 5% 6 27.3% 11 25.6% 
Family 
Physicians 
5 5% 7 31.8% 12 27.9% 
Audiologists 7 7% 5 22.7% 12 27.9% 
Counselors 11 11% 15 68.2% 26 60.5% 
None of the 
above 
0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
N represents frequency of response 
Four multiple-choice questions were included regarding nature and treatment aspects of 
stuttering.  The first of these questions asked participants to determine if stuttering could be 
cured through therapy sessions, managed through therapy sessions, or no effect would be made 
through therapy sessions.  The majority of professors (100%), graduate students (81.4%), and 
undergraduate students (89.2%) indicated that college students who stutter can learn to manage 
stuttering and emotional responses through therapy sessions.  Only two graduate students (3.4%), 
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and one undergraduate student (0.5%) indicated that college students who stutter would 
experience no effect from therapy.   
 The next multiple-choice question examined participants’ perceptions on the prevalence 
of stuttering in the adult group.  The option, “greater than 1% but less than 10%” was chosen 
most frequently by professors (65.1%), graduate students (57.6%), and undergraduate students 
(68.9%).  Professors in the College of Health (57.1%) and professors in the other colleges 
(72.7%) both chose “greater than 1% but less than 10%” most frequently.  Furthermore, both 
professors (0%) and graduate students (13.6%) chose “greater than or equal to 10%” least 
frequently, whereas undergraduate students chose “less or equal to 1%” the least (10.8%).   
 The third multiple-choice question investigated the participants’ knowledge regarding the 
association of secondary characteristics.  The majority of the total participants (professors 
[41.9%], graduate students [52.5%], and undergraduate students [49.1%]) noted that they 
believed stuttering was not directly related to secondary characteristics.  The choice “stuttering is 
not directly related to secondary characters” was also chosen most frequently by non-health 
professors, but the choice “stuttering is accompanied by secondary characteristics” was chosen 
most frequently by College of Health professors.  Furthermore, all participant groups (College of 
Health professors [14.3%], non-health professors [22.7%], graduate students [15.3%], and 
undergraduate students [10.4%]) chose the option “stuttering is not accompanied by secondary 
characteristics” least frequently. 
The final multiple-choice question determined the responses participants would give in 
an interaction with a college student who stutters.  The majority of participants (College of 
Health professor [90.5%], other professors [95.4%], graduate students [72.9%], and 
undergraduate students [73.9%]) denoted that they would wait patiently for the college student 
PERCEPTIONS TOWARD COLLEGE STUDENTS WHO STUTTER 
27 
    
who stutters to finish speaking.  The frequencies and percentages of responses by undergraduate 
students, graduate students, and professors can be found in Table 3.1.  The frequencies and 
percentages of responses given by professors in the College of Health and in other colleges can 
be found in Table 3.2.  
Table 3.1: Response Frequencies and Percentages of the Most Likely Response Given to a 
College Student Who Stutters Amongst All Groups 
 Undergraduate 
Students 
Graduate 
Students 
Professors Total 
Factors N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
I would finish 
the word or 
sentence 
27 12.2% 5 8.5% 0 0% 32 9.9% 
I would use 
encouraging 
statements 
26 11.7% 10 17.0% 3 7.0% 39 12.0% 
I would tease 
him/her 
2 0.9% 0 0% 0 0% 2 0.6% 
I would look 
away 
3 1.4% 0 0% 0 0% 3 0.9% 
I would wait 
patiently 
165 73.9% 43 72.9% 40 93.0% 247 76.2% 
I would ask 
the person to 
hurry up  
0 0% 1 1.7% 0 0% 1 0.3% 
N represents frequency of response 
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Table 3.2: Response Frequencies and Percentages of the Most Likely Response Given to a 
College Student Who Stutters Amongst Professor Groups 
 College of Health Other Colleges Total Professors 
 
Factors 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
I would finish the 
word or sentence 
0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
I would use 
encouraging 
statements 
2 9.5% 1 4.6% 3 7.0% 
I would tease 
him/her 
0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
I would look away 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
I would wait 
patiently 
19 90.5% 21 95.4% 40 93.0% 
I would ask the 
person to hurry up  
0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
N represents frequency of response 
Beliefs About College Students Who Stutter 
 A rating scale was used to determine participant’s beliefs about college students who 
stutter for questions 27a through 27i.  The extreme values (1 & 5) represented ratings of 
“strongly disagree” and “strongly agree,” respectively, and the lesser extremes (2 & 4) 
represented the values of “disagree” and “agree.”  The value of 3 represented the response 
“neither agree nor disagree.”  Five participants quit the survey before answering questions 27a 
through 27i, and, therefore, 320 valid surveys were analyzed for this section.  ANOVA testing 
was used to determine if significant differences were present between all participant groups, 
Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances was used to determine if significant differences were 
present between professor-participant groups, and t-tests were used to determine if significant 
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differences were present between any two participant groups.  No significant difference was 
found between professors in the College of Health and professors in other colleges for any of the 
responses given to any of the questions, including the following: I believe college students who 
stutter feel embarrassed by stuttering (F(4,47)=1.300, p=0.261); I believe college students who 
stutter should try to suppress stuttering when conversing in public (F(4,47)=0.106, p=0.746); I 
believe college students who stutter face academic challenges due to stuttering (F(4,47)=0.018, 
p=0.893); I believe that college students who stutter generally have a lower intelligence, and, 
therefore, score lower on test and class grades (F(4,47)=0.033, p=0.857) ; I believe college 
students who stutter have lower reading levels than fluent speakers (F(4,47)=0.376, p=0.543); I 
believe that college students who stutter have a hard time finding employment (F(4,47)=0.843, 
p=0.364); I believe college students who stutter should avoid jobs where speaking is necessary 
(F(4,47)=0.050, p=0.824); I believe college students who stutter may be passed up for 
promotions due to their vocal disfluency (F(4,47)=0.123, p=0.727); and I believe college 
students who stutter may be passed up for promotions due to their dysfluency (F(4,47)=1.251, 
p=0.270).  Furthermore, no significant difference was found between professor, graduate, and 
undergraduate responses to the following questions: I believe college students who stutter feel 
embarrassed by stuttering; I believe that college students who stutter have a hard time finding 
employment; I believe that college students who stutter have lower reading levels than fluent 
speakers; I believe college students who stutter may be passed up for promotions due to their 
vocal disfluency; I believe college students who stutter find it harder to engage in romantic 
relationships; and I believe that college students who stutter generally have a lower intelligence, 
and, therefore, score lower on test and class grades.  The numerical means (and mean values) as 
well as ANOVA and t-test p values of the aforementioned questions can be found in Table 4.1.   
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Table 4.1: Group Means with No Significant Differences (p>0.05) on Beliefs About College 
Students Who Stutter 
 Descriptives  
Questions Group N Mean S.D.  Mean 
Response 
I believe college 
students who stutter feel 
embarrassed by 
stuttering. 
Professors  45 4.02 .812 Agree 
(F(4,320)=0.215, 
p=0.807) 
pg=0.8215 
pu=0.7699 
gu=0.5302 
Graduate Students 58 3.98 .946 
Undergraduate 
Students 
221 4.06 .840 
I believe that college 
students who stutter 
have a hard time finding 
employment.  
Professors 45 3.27 .915 Neutral 
(F(4,320)=0.218, 
p=0.804) 
pg=0.5031 
pu=0.5876 
gu=0.7924 
Graduate Students 58 3.14 1.017 
Undergraduate 
Students 
221 3.18 1.032 
I believe that college 
students who stutter 
have lower reading 
levels than fluent 
speakers. 
Professors 45 1.42 .690 Strongly 
Disagree 
(Professors) 
Disagree 
(Student Groups) 
(F(4,320)=1.774, 
p=0.171) 
pg=0.3342 
pu=0.0738 
gu=0.4103 
Graduate  
Students 
58 1.57 .840 
Undergraduate  
Students 
221 1.68 .920 
I believe college 
students who stutter find 
it harder to engage in 
romantic relationships.  
Professors 45 2.98 1.033 Neutral  
(F(4,320)=0.007, 
p=0.993) 
pg=0.9628 
pu=0.9099 
gu=0.9506 
Graduate Students 58 2.97 1.108 
Undergraduate 
Students 
221 2.96 1.088 
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Table 4.1 Group Means with No Significant Differences (p>0.05) on Beliefs About College 
Students Who Stutter (continued)  
 Descriptives  
Questions Group N Mean S.D.  Mean 
Response 
I believe that college 
students who stutter 
generally have a lower 
intelligence, and, 
therefore, score lower 
on test and class grades.  
Professors 45 1.24 .435 Strongly 
Disagree 
(F(4,320)=1.413, 
p=0.245) 
pg=0.1069 
pu=0.1149 
gu=0.7032 
Graduate Students 58 1.45 .776 
Undergraduate 
Students 
221 1.41 .693 
N represents frequency of response; S.D. represents standard deviation; F and p represent 
ANOVA values 
pg represents the sig. difference between professors and graduate students as determined 
by the t-test 
pu represents the sig. difference between professors and undergraduate students as 
determined by the t-test 
gu represents the sig. difference between graduate and undergraduate students as 
determined by the t-test 
 
A significant difference was found between either all or any two of the professor, 
graduate student, and undergraduate student participant groups in the following questions: I 
believe college students who stutter should try to suppress stuttering when conversing in public; I 
believe college students who stutter face academic challenges due to stuttering; I believe that 
college students who stutter may be passed up for promotions due to their vocal disfluency; and I 
believe college students who stutter should avoid jobs where speaking is necessary. Table 4.2 
indicates the numerical mean, mean value, significant difference, and ANOVA and t-test p 
values between each participant group for each of the aforementioned questions.  Tables 4.3 
through 4.7 indicate the frequency and percent of responses for the questions that warranted a 
significant difference between the participant groups.  
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Table 4.2: Significant Differences (p< 0.05) Among Groups on Beliefs About College 
Students Who Stutter 
 Descriptives   
Questions Group N Mean S.D. Mean 
Response 
Significant 
Difference 
I believe college 
students who stutter 
should try to 
suppress stuttering 
when conversing in 
public. 
Professors 45 2.84 1.107 Neutral Sig. difference 
between graduate 
students and 
undergraduate 
students  
(F(4,320)=3.761, 
p=0.024) 
pg=0.9620 
pu=0.0434 
gu=0.0273 
Graduate 
Students 
58 2.83 1.011 Neutral 
Undergraduate 
Students 
221 2.50 1.007 Disagree 
I believe college 
students who stutter 
face academic 
challenges due to 
stuttering. 
Professors 45 3.62 .984 Agree No ANOVA sig. 
difference in but t-test 
sig. difference 
between professors 
and undergraduate 
students 
(F(4,320)=2.332, 
P=0.099) 
pg=0.4161 
pu=0.0491 
gu=0.2428 
Graduate 
Students 
58 3.45 1.095 Neutral 
Undergraduate 
Students 
221 3.25 1.174 Neutral 
I believe that 
college students 
who stutter may be 
passed up for 
promotions due to 
their vocal 
disfluency. 
Professors 45 3.53 .869 Agree Sig. difference 
between professors 
and graduate students, 
and professors and 
undergraduate 
students. 
(F(4,320)=6.682, 
p=0.001) 
pg=0.0032 
pu=0.0004 
gu=0.9450 
Graduate 
Students 
58 2.97 .978 Neutral 
Undergraduate 
Students 
221 2.96 .983 Neutral 
 
  
PERCEPTIONS TOWARD COLLEGE STUDENTS WHO STUTTER 
33 
    
Table 4.2: Significant Differences (p< 0.05) Among Groups on Beliefs About College 
Students Who Stutter (continued) 
 Descriptives  
Questions Group N Mean S.D. Mean 
Response 
Significant 
Difference 
I believe that college 
students who stutter 
should avoid jobs 
where speaking is 
necessary.   
Professors 45 2.20 .842 Disagree Sig. difference 
between professors 
and graduate 
students. 
(F(4,320)=3.417, 
p=0.034) 
pg=0.0028 
pu=0.0523 
gu=0.2086 
Graduate 
Students 
58 2.79 1.056 Neutral 
Undergraduate 
Students 
221 2.57 1.214 Neutral 
N represents frequency of response; S.D. represents standard deviation 
F and p represent ANOVA values 
pg represents the sig. difference between professors and graduate students as determined 
by the t-test 
pu represents the sig. difference between professors and undergraduate students as 
determined by the t-test 
gu represents the sig. difference between graduate and undergraduate students as 
determined by the t-test 
 
 
Table 4.3: Response Frequencies and Percentages by All Groups to “I believe college 
students who stutter should try to suppress stuttering when conversing in public.” 
 Undergraduate 
Students 
Graduate  
Students 
All  
Professors 
Total 
 Participants 
Factors N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Strongly 
Disagree 
42 19.2% 6 10.3% 6 13.6% 54 16.9% 
Disagree 65 29.7% 15 25.9% 7 16.3% 87 27.2% 
Neither 
Agree 
nor 
Disagree 
78 35.6% 22 37.9% 17 39.5% 117 36.6% 
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Table 4.3: Response Frequencies and Percentages by All Groups to “I believe college 
students who stutter should try to suppress stuttering when conversing in public.” 
(continued)  
 Undergraduate 
Students 
Graduate  
Students 
All  
Professors 
Total 
 Participants 
Factors N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Agree 30 13.7% 13 22.4% 11 25.6% 54 16.9% 
Strongly 
Agree 
4 1.8% 2 3.5% 2 4.7% 8 2.5% 
N represents frequency of response 
 
 
Table 4.4: Response Frequencies and Percentages by All Groups to “I believe college 
students who stutter face academic challenges due to stuttering.” 
 Undergraduate  
Students 
Graduate  
Students 
All  
Professors 
Total 
 Participants 
Factors N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Strongly 
Disagree 
20 9.1% 2 3.5% 2 4.7% 24 7.5% 
Disagree 46 21.0% 13 22.4% 6 14.0% 65 20.3% 
Neither 
Agree 
nor 
Disagree 
38 17.4% 8 13.8% 3 7.0% 49 15.3% 
Agree 91 41.6% 27 46.6% 28 65.1% 146 45.6% 
Strongly 
Agree 
24 11.0% 8 13.8% 4 9.3% 36 11.3% 
N represents frequency of response 
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Table 4.5: Response Frequencies and Percentages by All Groups to “I believe college 
students who stutter generally have a lower intelligence, and, therefore, score lower on tests 
and class grades.” 
 Undergraduate  
Students 
Graduate  
Students 
All  
Professors 
Total 
 Participants 
Factors N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Strongly 
Disagree 
147 67.1% 39 67.2% 33 76.7% 219 68.4% 
Disagree 59 26.9% 14 24.1% 10 23.3% 83 25.9% 
Neither 
Agree 
nor 
Disagree 
8 3.7% 4 6.9% 0 0% 12 3.8% 
Agree 4 1.8% 0 0% 0 0% 4 1.3% 
Strongly 
Agree 
1 0.5% 1 1.7% 0 0% 2 0.6% 
N represents frequency of response 
 
Table 4.6: Response Frequencies and Percentages by All Groups “I to believe college 
students who stutter have lower reading levels than fluent speakers.” 
 Undergraduate  
Students 
Graduate  
Students 
All  
Professors 
Total  
Participants 
Factors N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Strongly 
Disagree 
119 54.3% 34 58.6% 31 72.1% 184 57.5% 
Disagree 67 30.6% 18 31.0% 7 16.3% 92 28.8% 
Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
18 8.2% 4 6.9% 5 11.6% 27 8.4% 
Agree 13 5.9% 1 1.7% 0 0% 14 4.4% 
Strongly 
Agree 
2 0.9% 1 1.7% 0 0% 3 0.9% 
N represents frequency of response 
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Table 4.7: Response Frequencies and Percentages by All Groups to “I believe college 
students who stutter should avoid jobs where speaking is necessary.” 
 Undergraduate  
Students 
Graduate  
Students 
All 
Professors 
Total  
Participants 
Factors N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Strongly 
Disagree 
45 20.6% 6 10.3% 9 20.9% 60 18.8% 
Disagree 73 33.3% 19 32.8% 19 44.2% 111 34.7% 
Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
46 21.0% 16 27.6% 12 27.9% 74 21.3% 
Agree 38 17.4% 15 25.9% 3 7.0% 56 17.5% 
Strongly 
Agree 
17 7.8% 2 3.5% 0 0% 19 5.9% 
N represents frequency of response 
College Students Who Stutter in the Classroom 
A rating scale was also used to determine participant’s beliefs about college students who 
stutter in the classroom for questions 28 through 34.  The extreme values (1 & 5) represented 
absolute answers, and the lesser extremes (2 & 4) represented moderate values.  The value of 3 
represented the response “neither agree nor disagree.”  Six more participants quit the survey 
before answering questions 28 through 34.  Thus, 318 valid surveys were analyzed for this 
section.  Furthermore, ANOVA testing was used to determine if significant differences were 
present between all participant groups, Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances was used to 
determine if significant differences were present between professor-participant groups, and t-
tests were used to determine if significant differences were present between any two participant 
groups.  No significant differences were found between the professors in the College of Health 
and the professors in differing colleges for any of the questions, including the following: I ___ 
college students who stutter should wait until after class to ask questions in private 
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(F(4,218)=0.14, p=0.906); I would be ___ during a presentation given by a college student who 
stutters (F(4,218)=0.126, p=0.724) ; I feel that college students who stutter ___ be required to 
participate as often as fluent speakers in the classroom (F(4,218)=1.530, p=0.223); I believe that 
college students who stutter ___ visit campus speaking centers or tutors before giving 
presentations in class (F(4,218)=0.022, p=0.884); I ___ that having a class with a college student 
who stutters could take away from my/other students’ educational experience (F(4,218)=1.054, 
p=0.310); I ___ that stuttering can infringe on class time (F(4,218)=0.172, p=0.680).  Moreover, 
no significant differences were found between the professor, graduate, and undergraduate groups 
for the following questions:  I ____ college students who stutter should wait until after class to 
ask questions in private; I would be ____ during a presentation given by a college student who 
stutters; I feel that college students who stutter ____ be required to participate as often as fluent 
speakers in the classroom; I believe that college students who stutter ____ visit campus speaking 
centers or tutors before giving presentations in class; and I ____ that having a class with a 
college student who stutters could take away from my/ other students’ educational experience.  
The numerical means (and mean values) and ANOVA and t-test p values of the aforementioned 
questions can be found in Table 5.1. 
  
PERCEPTIONS TOWARD COLLEGE STUDENTS WHO STUTTER 
38 
    
Table 5.1: Group Means with No Significant Differences (p>0.05) on Beliefs About College 
Students Who Stutter in the Classroom 
 Descriptives  
Questions Group N Mean S.D. Mean 
Response 
I ____ college students who 
stutter should wait until after 
class to ask questions in 
private. 
Professors 45 4.27 .751 Do Not Believe 
(F(4,318)=.356, 
p=0.701) 
pg=0.9433 
pu=0.5781 
gu=0.4716 
Graduate Students 58 4.28 .670 
Undergraduate 
Students 
215 4.20 .770 
I would be ____ during a 
presentation given by a 
college student who stutters. 
Professors 45 3.53 1.057 Comfortable 
(F(4,318)=0.014, 
p=0.986) 
pg=1.0000 
pu=0.9046 
gu=0.8928 
Graduate Students 58 3.53 .977 
Undergraduate 
Students 
215 3.51 1.009 
I feel that college students 
who stutter ____ be required 
to participate as often as 
fluent speakers in the 
classroom. 
Professors 45 2.09 .633 Neither Sure Nor 
Unsure 
(F(4,318)=1.255, 
p=0.286) 
pg=0.3604 
pu=0.1108 
gu=0.5953 
Graduate Students 58 2.24 .942 
Undergraduate 
Students 
215 2.31 .875 
I believe that college students 
who stutter ____ visit campus 
speaking centers or tutors 
before giving presentations in 
class; 
Professors 45 3.93 .863 Should 
(F(4,318)=0.303 
p=0.675) 
pg=0.7520 
pu=0.7032 
gu=0.6741 
Graduate Students 58 3.98 .737 
Undergraduate 
Students 
 
215 3.88 .786 
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Table 5.1 Group Means with No Significant Differences (p>0.05) on Beliefs About College 
Students Who Stutter in the Classroom (continued) 
 Descriptives  
Questions Group N Mean S.D. Mean 
Response 
I ____ that having a class 
with a college student who 
stutters could take away from 
my/ other students’ 
educational experience 
Professors 45 4.44 .659 Do Not Believe 
(F(4,318)=1.753, 
p=0.175) 
pg=0.0646 
pu=0.1273 
gu=0.4225 
Graduate Students 58 4.14 .907 
Undergraduate 
Students 
215 4.24 .823 
N represents frequency of response; S.D. represents standard deviation; F and p represent 
ANOVA values 
pg represents the sig. difference between professors and graduate students as determined 
by the t-test 
pu represents the sig. difference between professors and undergraduate students as 
determined by the t-test 
gu represents the sig. difference between graduate and undergraduate students as 
determined by the t-test 
 
A significant difference was found between the professor, graduate student, and 
undergraduate student participant groups in the two following questions: I would be ___ if a 
college student who stutters chose to speak fluently in a college class, and I ____ that stuttering 
can infringe on class time. Table 5.2 indicates the numerical mean, mean value, significant 
difference, and ANOVA and t-test p values for each of the aforementioned questions.  Tables 5.3 
and 5.4 indicate the frequency and percent of responses for the questions that warranted a 
significant difference between the participant groups.  
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Table 5.2: Significant Differences (p< 0.05) Among Groups on Beliefs About College 
Students Who Stutter in the Classroom  
 Descriptives  
Questions Group N Mean S.D Mean 
Response 
Significant 
Difference 
I would be ___ if a 
college student who 
stutters chose to 
speak fluently in a 
college class. 
Professors 45 3.98 .866 Patient Sig. difference 
between professors 
and undergraduate 
students  
(F(4,318)=3.372, 
 p=0.036) 
pg=.3961 
pu=.0229 
gu=.1258 
Graduate 
Students 
58 3.83 .901 Patient 
Undergraduate 
Students 
215 3.60 1.040 Patient 
I ____ that stuttering 
can infringe on class 
time. 
Professors 45 3.91 .949 Do Not 
Believe 
Sig. difference 
between professors 
and graduate 
students and 
professors and 
undergraduate 
students 
(F(4,318)=3.478, 
p=0.032) 
pg=0.0148 
pu=0.0133 
gu=.8024 
Graduate 
Students 
58 3.43 .993 Neutral 
Undergraduate 
Students 
215 3.47 1.101 Neutral 
N represents frequency of response; S.D. represents standard deviation; F and p represent 
ANOVA values 
pg represents the sig. difference between professors and graduate students as determined 
by the t-test 
pu represents the sig. difference between professors and undergraduate students as 
determined by the t-test 
gu represents the sig. difference between graduate and undergraduate students as 
determined by the t-test 
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Table 5.3: Response Frequencies and Percentages by All Groups to “I would be _____ if a 
college student who stutters chose to speak frequently in a college class.”  
 Undergraduate 
Students 
Graduate 
Students 
All 
Professors 
Total 
 Participants 
Factors N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Very 
Frustrated 
6 2.8% 0 0% 0 0% 6 1.9% 
Frustrated 30 14.0% 7 12.1% 3 7.0% 40 12.7% 
Neither 
Sure Nor 
Unsure 
48 22.4% 8 13.8% 8 18.6% 64 20.3% 
Patient 88 41.1% 31 53.5% 20 46.5% 139 44.1% 
Very 
Patient 
42 19.6% 12 20.7% 12 27.9% 66 21.0% 
N represents frequency of response 
 
Table 5.4: Response Frequencies and Percentages by All Groups to “I ____ that stuttering 
can infringe on class time.” 
 Undergraduate Graduate All Professors Total Participants 
Factors N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Definitely 
Believe 
5 2.3% 0 0% 1 2.3% 6 1.9% 
Believe 49 22.9% 12 12% 4 9.3% 65 20.6% 
Neither 
Sure Nor 
Unsure 
38 17.8% 18 18% 4 9.3% 60 19.1% 
Do Not 
Believe 
83 38.8% 19 19% 24 55.8% 126 40.0% 
Definitely 
Do Not 
Believe 
39 18.2% 9 9% 10 23.4% 58 18.4% 
N represents frequency of response 
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Personality Traits of College Students Who Stutter 
 The last question on the survey was a multi-response question, which had participants 
identify the personality traits they associated with college students who stutter.  Ten negative 
characteristics—including nervous, avoiding, quiet, introverted, unintelligent, loud, hesitant, 
insecure, bland, and alcoholic— were listed, and ten positive characteristics—including 
outgoing, self-assured, secure, calm, extroverted, approaching, daring, outgoing, intelligent, and 
not different from fluent speakers—were also listed.  Three hundred and fifteen participants 
provided 1,304 responses to this question.    The three characteristics most frequently attributed 
to college students who stutter by undergraduates were nervous (195), not different from fluent 
speaking students (174), and hesitant (165); the three most frequently given by graduate students 
were also nervous (32), not different than fluent speaking students (30), and hesitant (3).  
Overall, professors provided the following responses most frequently: not different than fluent 
speaking students (29), nervous (14), and hesitant (13).  However, there was a difference in 
responses between professors in the College of Health and in the differing colleges.  Professors 
in the College of Health provided the following most frequently as characteristics representative 
of CSWS: not different from fluent speaking students (15), hesitant (7), and insecure (6).  
Professors in other colleges assigned college students who stutter the characteristics of not 
different from fluent speaking students (14), nervous (9), and hesitant (6) most often.  
Furthermore, undergraduate students (4) and graduate students (2) assigned the characteristics of 
alcoholic and intelligent least frequently.  Moreover, professors did not assign any of the 
following traits to college students who stutter: outgoing, self-assured, secure, calm, extroverted, 
unintelligent, loud, daring, bland, outgoing, and alcoholic.  Table 6.1 indicates the frequency and 
percentages of responses given by professors, graduate students, and graduate students.  Table 
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6.2 indicates the frequency and percentages of responses given by professors in the College of 
Health and in other colleges.  
Table 6.1: Response Frequencies and Percentages to Characteristics of College Students 
Who Stutter Among All Groups 
 Undergraduate 
Students 
Graduate 
Students 
Professors Total 
 
Factors 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
Nervous * 149 69.6% 32 55.2% 14 32.6% 195 15.0% 
Outgoing   24 11.2% 8 13.8% 0 0% 32 2.5% 
Avoiding*  56 26.2% 10 17.2% 9 20.9% 75 5.8% 
Self-Assured 15 7.0% 5 8.6% 0 0% 20 1.5% 
Quiet* 110 51.4% 22 37.9% 11 25.6% 143 11.0% 
Secure 15 7.0% 5 8.6% 0 0% 20 1.5% 
Introverted* 100 46.7% 16 27.6% 10 23.3% 126 9.7% 
Calm 32 15.0% 11 19.0% 0 0% 43 3.3% 
Extroverted 13 6.1% 5 8.6% 0 0% 18 1.4% 
Unintelligent* 4 1.9% 2 3.5% 0 0% 6 0.5% 
Loud* 7 3.3% 4 6.9% 0 0% 11 0.8% 
Hesitant* 122 57.0% 30 51.7% 13 30.2% 165 12.7% 
Approaching 13 6.1% 5 8.6% 1 2.3% 19 1.5% 
Insecure* 101 47.2% 21 36.2% 11 25.6% 133 10.2% 
Daring 12 5.6% 5 8.6% 0 0% 17 1.3% 
Bland* 8 3.7% 2 3.5% 0 0% 10 0.8% 
Outgoing 20 9.4% 7 12.1% 0 0% 27 2.1% 
Intelligent 53 24.8% 8 13.8% 3 7.0% 64 4.9% 
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Table 6.1: Response Frequencies and Percentages to Characteristics of College Students 
Who Stutter Among All Groups (continued) 
 Undergraduate 
Students 
Graduate 
Students 
Professors Total 
 
Factors 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
 
N 
 
Percent 
Alcoholic* 4 1.9% 2 3.5% 0 0% 6 0.5% 
Not Different  115 53.7% 30 51.7% 29 67.4% 174 13.3% 
* Represents “negative” characteristics; N represents frequency of response 
 
Table 6.2: Response Frequencies and Percentages to Characteristics of College Students 
Who Stutter Amongst Professor Groups 
 College of Health Other Colleges Total Professors 
Factors N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nervous*  5 23.8% 9 40.9% 14 32.6% 
Outgoing   0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Avoiding*  5 23.8% 4 18.2% 9 20.9% 
Factors N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Self-Assured 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Quiet* 4 19.1% 7 31.8% 11 25.6% 
Secure 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Introverted* 5 5% 5 22.7% 10 23.3% 
Calm 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Extroverted 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Unintelligent* 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Loud* 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Hesitant* 7 33.3% 6 27.3% 13 30.2% 
Approaching 1 4.8% 0 0% 1 2.3% 
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Table 6.2: Response Frequencies and Percentages to Characteristics of College Students 
Who Stutter Among Professor Groups (continued) 
 College of Health Other Colleges Total Professors 
Insecure* 6 28.6% 5 22.7% 11 25.6% 
Daring 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Bland* 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Outgoing 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Intelligent 2 9.5% 1 4.6% 3 7.0% 
Alcoholic* 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Not Different  30 51.7% 14 63.6% 29 67.4% 
* Represents “negative” characteristics; N represents frequency of response 
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Chapter 5:  
Discussion & Conclusion 
Previous studies (Dorsey & Guenther, 2000; Crichton-Smith, Wright & Stackhouse, 
2003; Cooper & Cooper, 1996; Kalinowski et al., 1993 Daniels, Panico, & Sudhoolt, 2011; 
Silverman, 1990) have indicated overall positive, negative, or neutral trends in perceptions 
toward PWS.  Furthermore, the results of Dorsey and Guenther’s (2000) study suggested that 
college students had more positive perceptions toward CSWS than college professors.  However, 
the results of the current study suggested that, overall, the attitudes and beliefs of all participants 
toward CSWS ranged from neutral to positive, with professors evidencing a slightly more 
positive perception.  This finding is suggestive of a shift in the perceptions toward CSWS over 
the past 15 years.   
 The data from the current study indicated that both professors (91.5%) and students 
(86.0%) knew, in any capacity, a PWS.  Approximately 40-60% participants have taught or 
attended a college course with a CSWS.  Furthermore, participants indicated some understanding 
of stuttering and how it affects individuals with the speech disorder; this may be related with the 
high percentage of participants who knew a PWS.  Multiple factors in the Nature and Treatment 
portion of the survey indicated that participants had a basic knowledge of stuttering.   
In general, participants seemed to understand that CSWS cannot be “cured,” but rather 
can learn to manage stuttering.  Participants also seemed to understand the emotional 
implications that stuttering can have on a person; the participants indicated most frequently that 
CSWS would find speech pathologists, counselors, and community support groups helpful.  The 
majority of all participant groups appeared to understand that low intelligence was not a cause of 
stuttering, and most participants showed awareness of considerate ways to respond to CSWS.  
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However, the majority of participants did not have an accurate sense of the prevalence of the 
disorder or associated secondary characteristics.   
Overall, participants indicated a neutral trend in beliefs about CSWS; in the Beliefs About 
College Students Who Stutter section of the survey, six of the nine rating-scale questions had a 
neutral mean numerical value.  Of the six neutral responses, only one was due to a split between 
positive and negative values.  Furthermore, there was no clear pattern of a more positive attitude 
toward CSWS between all or two of the participant groups in the questions that warranted 
significantly different responses.  Thus, no group could be labeled as more positive in the Beliefs 
About College Students Who Stutter section of the survey.  
Professors indicated having the most positive attitude in the College Students Who Stutter 
in the Classroom section of the survey.  One of the questions in this portion of the survey 
showed a statistically significant difference between professors and graduate students as well as 
professors and undergraduate students.  A second question indicated a statistically significant 
difference only between professors and undergraduate students.  Of the two questions with 
statistically significant differences between groups, professors had a more positive attitude 
toward CSWS.  However, there was an overall positive trend in responses in this section.  Six of 
the seven questions were rated more positive than negative.  One of the questions (I believe that 
college students who stutter ____ visit campus speaking centers or tutors before giving 
presentations in class) was not considered due to the wording of the question.  The question 
should have read “I believe that college students who stutter ____ be required to visit campus 
speaking centers or tutors before giving presentations in class.”  
 Finally, the characteristics assigned to CSWS by all participant groups indicated a neutral 
to negative trend.  The choice “not different from fluent speaking students” was chosen 
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frequently by all participant groups.  Alcoholic and unintelligent were chosen the least 
frequently; these responses were positive in nature, and indicated that the majority of the 
participants did not view CSWS as having personalities defined by their fluency disorder or as 
less intelligent due to it.   However, there was a higher frequency of negative traits selected than 
positive traits.  Two of the negative characteristics that were chosen very frequently were 
“nervous” and “hesitant.”  It should be taken into consideration that, while these characteristics 
were more negative in nature, they were not as deeming as other terms on the list, such as 
“unintelligent” and “bland,” and might be associated with strategies to producing more fluent 
speech (such as stopping and considering a new way of producing speech that is likely to be not 
be fluent before engaging in communication).   Thus, this section showed a neutral to negative 
trend in participant responses.  
 Many factors might have influenced the data collected for the current study.  One of the 
potential factors that might have affected the results was a higher percentage of undergraduate 
participation in comparison to the graduate and professor participation.  Furthermore, there was a 
significantly greater amount of undergraduate participants from the College of Science and 
Technology as compared to the other participating colleges.  This inconsistency might have been 
due to the manner in which the survey was circulated.  Some colleges on campus sent out a 
newsletter to all students and faculty; the call for participants was later re-distributed in the 
newsletters for specific departments within certain colleges, leading to a bombardment of 
participant requests for specific individuals on campus.  Moreover, some of the question formats 
utilized on the survey did not allow for responses to be measured and analyzed the same way as 
other questions.  For example, the multi-response questions as well as multiple choice questions 
had to be analyzed in terms of frequency and percentage instead of through statistical analyses.  
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Finally, the generalizations that could be made from the study might be limited due to 
administration of the study to only one college/university.   
 While no definite conclusions could be drawn from the current study, the results, as 
mentioned previously, did indicate a neutral to positive overall trend with professors evidencing 
slightly more positive perceptions toward CSWS.  Similar to Dorsey and Guenther’s (2000) 
research that indicated a negative trend in identification of characteristics of PWS by college 
professors and students, the rating of characteristics in this study also indicated a neutral to 
negative trend.  The professors’ ratings of CSWSs’ characters in the current study were also 
similar to Silverman’s (1990) study; the results of the current study indicated that, similar to 
Silverman’s (1990) study, professors attributed more negative adjectives than positive adjectives 
to individuals who stutter.  However, both Dorsey and Guenther’s (2000) study and Silverman’s 
study (1990) indicated that professors had a negative perception toward PWS, overall.  
Contrastingly, in the current study, professors showed slightly more positive perceptions toward 
CSWS, with no significant difference between professors in the College of Health and professors 
in the Colleges of Arts and Letters, Business, Education and Psychology, Nursing, Science and 
Technology, and Health.   
 The results of the current study were similar to the findings by Ruscello (1990) and Mayo 
and Mayo (2013).  Similar to Ruscello’s (1990) study, professors who participated in the current 
study indicated a more neutral to positive overall perception of individuals who stutter in regard 
to intelligence and competence.  Furthermore, the current study also indicated an overall neutral 
to positive perception by student participants, which was similar to the positive attitude that the 
majority of study participants held toward PWS in Mayo and Mayo’s (2013) study. 
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The implications of the results of the current study may be helpful for planning treatment 
sessions with CSWS or with individuals who stutter preparing to attend a college or university.  
Understanding how a CSWS is perceived by his/her peers and professors can help in 
implementation of stuttering management strategies and counseling strategies.  The results of the 
current study also suggest a need for further research on perception of college professors and 
students toward CSWS in differing regions around the world as well as the need for a study that 
explores the reasoning behind the shift toward a more positive view of people who stutter over 
the past 15 years.  The shift toward a more positive perception may be due to recent 
technological advances such as Internet blogs and videos that allow for more awareness and 
exposure to communication disorders.  Furthermore, college professors and students might have 
been exposed to a higher percentage of students with communication disorders due to the 
establishment and advancement of disability accommodation laws and greater positive 
encounters with students with communication disorders.  
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Appendix A:  
College Professors’ and Students’ Perceptions Toward College Students Who Stutter 
Survey
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